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predictable and symptomatic: it has arisen along with the abandonment of absolute dichotomies such as appearance and reality in poststructuralist cultural critique, and it coincides with an advanced stage of late capitalism. The fashion industry, that is, has so permeated social life that it has recently been called this century's "most evident and widespread popular aesthetic form; one can argue about the quality of fashion, but not about its pervasiveness."2 Unavoidable, too, are the questions about fashion raised over the last twenty-five years by feminist historical inquiry, questions that are too compelling to be ignored, even if not all respondents embrace its agenda. Recognizing fashion as a fundamental component of cultural expression, moreover, builds both time and unpredictability into historical explanation in ways that other developmental theories do not. At the same time, it allows the bizarre and the irrational to disturb the predominant technorational explanations of modernity; it is for this reason that Benjamin claimed that fashion continually "prepared the ground" for Surrealism. 3 A cluster of writings on architecture and fashion in the 1990s follows by about a decade a surge of scholarly interest in other disciplines, which itself was prompted by a number of methodological shifts. For most of this century, anthropology, sociology, and costume institutes have emphasized comparative and developmental taxonomies of dress, or the social dramaturgy of nonverbal communication through clothes. Ethnographic and semiological assessments of urban rituals, post-Marxist attention to consumption rather than production, feminist iconoclasm toward prescribed images of femininity, and performative theories of identity derived from Hegelian philosophy and Lacanian psychoanalysis all renewed an interest in fashion, which was analytically distinguished from description of the artifacts that the term encompassed.
Architectural history, it turns out, was ideally situated to deal with the double connotation of fashion as the history of clothing styles and the more specific use of fashion to designate the process of change peculiar to capitalism. Because architects active around the turn of the last century were concerned directly with dress--either as an effort to reform modern appearance or as part of the scenography of interiors-and because they were deeply engaged with the temporal problematic of creating a modern style, their debates betray an interesting conflation of clothing as artifact and fashion as process, which in other fields has created ambiguity. To this they brought a theoretical heritage concerned with the origins or primordial basis of architecture as a fabrication of enclosure, shelter, or dwelling; analogies to covering the body were standard, and textiles were postulated to have played a crucial role. Dress design has been an aspect of the reevaluation of modem domestic architecture, decoration, and interiority that began in the late 1970s, in which architects associated with Arts and Crafts, Art Nouveau, The sense of discovery that this topic produces comes from identifying the issues that arise from architecture's specific engagement with fashion rather than concerns generic to fashion. Three major preoccupations stand out: the notion of Bekleidung as a first principle of architectural design ("dressing" in Harry Mallgrave's translation of Semper's term);6 the search for universal forms that could revolutionize appearance in contemporary life across a range of material and architectural production, whether through the agency of style, the aesthetic aims of Gesamtkunstwerk, or the purportedly objective selection of standardized types; and the effort to control the dynamic of change under industrial capitalism. For the sake of brevity, one can think of these three interlocking components of the architectural discourse on fashion under the rubrics of fabrication, dress reform, and antifashion. .. ... ......... .....  . ............. ..... ..... ........  .. ...... ........   . ...... . . ........ .............. M i   ............ .... .  . ........ . ..... .. ... .........  ...... ..... ......   ... .........   ..... .... ........  ........ ... .... .. .. ... NO. -. -.1-1.1'.  W , %... ... . .  .... ......... .. ........   . .......... .. .. .   . ..... . ... . ... ....... . .. ....... ..   ..... .. . . ... ......   .. ........ ........ ... . . .. ............... ............ 23 Today it dominates understandings of fashion, which is construed both as an arena for the construction of identity and as a conceptual metaphor that explains the incompleteness and contingency of that effort. Sorting through these issues and their relevance for architectural history is a complicated task and one still under way. But thanks to these initial analyses, the sheer quantity of references to clothing and fashion in architectural discourse can no longer be ignored.
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